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INTEREST OF AMICUS CURIAE 

The Attorney General of Maryland has an interest in preserving the capacity of Mar-

yland statutory and common law to remedy harm caused by commercial entities to and 

within the State. That interest extends to claims brought in state court for climate-change-

related harms alleged to result from the conduct of fossil fuel producers and sellers. Indeed, 

climate change already is having a variety of costly impacts within Maryland, and those 

impacts are expected to worsen. The Attorney General files this amicus brief to address 

two arguments raised by Defendants and proposed amicus curiae the United States: that 

the City's claims under Maryland law are preempted by the Clean Air Act, and that they 

unlawfully encroach upon the federal government's foreign affairs and foreign commerce 

powers. As explained below, neither of these arguments has merit. 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

The Clean Air Act, which establishes a nationwide system of federal emissions reg-

ulation, does not preempt the City's claims. The City seeks damages arising from Defend-

ants' allegedly unlawful marketing and distribution of dangerous products. It does not seek 

to regulate emissions, nor does it seek to penalize emissions. Thus, although the Clean Air 

Act may preempt some efforts to regulate or penalize cross-boundary emissions, that 

preemptive effect is irrelevant here. Rather, the City's claims are no more preempted than 

any other use of state tort law to seek recompense for unlawful marketing and distribution 

of a product. 



The City's claims do not encroach upon the federal government's foreign affairs or 

foreign commerce power, either. Although climate change is a global problem, its ef-

fects—from rising temperatures to rising seas—often are felt at the local level. State and 

local governments, in turn, have undertaken a wide array of measures, some with upstream 

effects, to combat climate change or adapt to its consequences. Particularly in this light, 

tort liability for in-state harms that Defendants allegedly have caused, regardless of the 

location of Defendants' conduct, is unremarkable and does not raise constitutional con-

terns. 

ARGUMENT 

I. THE CLEAN AIR ACT DOES NOT PREEMPT THE CUT'S CLAIMS. 

The City's complaint seeks to bold Defendants liable on well-established state tort 

law theories. Compl. ¶ 11. Its claims focus on Defendants' allegedly tortious conduct as 

producers and distributors of fossil fuels—products whose use results in the emission of 

greenhouse gases. See, e.g., id. Till 1-7, 10. More specifically, the City alleges that Defend-

ants have unlawfully marketed and sold fossil fuels despite knowing those products to be 

dangerous. See, e.g., id. IT 5-7. The City alleges that Defendants' tortious conduct caused 

harm to the City, in Maryland. See, e.g., id. ¶ 8. And the City seeks compensation for the 

damage that Defendants' tortious conduct allegedly has caused. See, e.g., id. ¶ 12. 

Just as important is what the City's complaint does not do. It does not seek to hold 

Defendants liable as emitters, or "for" any emission. See id. ("The City does not seek to 

impose liability on Defendants for their direct emissions of greenhouse gases and does not 

seek to restrain Defendants from engaging in their business operations."). It does not ask 
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the Court to require any polluting source to stop emitting, or to control its emissions. And 

it certainly does not ask the Court to accomplish or require any overall reduction in emis-

sions. 

Given that the City's claims arise out of conduct other than emissions, and do not 

seek to regulate emissions, they plainly can coexist with emissions regulation under. the 

Clean Air Act. See, e.g., Silkwood v. Kerr-Mcgee Corp., 464 U.S. 238, 248 (stressing that 

conflict preemption exists only if state law "stands as an obstacle to the accomplishment 

and execution of [federal law's] full purposes and objectives"); Chateau Foghorn LP v. 

Hosford, 455 Md. 462,.486 (2017) (explaining that when "weighing whether a state law 

poses an obstacle to congressional purposes or objectives," a court must "apply a presump-

tion that Congress did not intend to preempt state law"). Still, relying on cases such as 

International Paper Co. v. Ouellette, 479 U.S. 481 (1987), and American Electric Power 

Co. v. Connecticut, 564 U.S. 410 (2011) ("AEP"), Defendants argue that the City's claims 

are preempted by federal law, essentially because they arise out of out-of-state emissions. 

The United States, too, argues preemption on these grounds. 

Defendants and the United States are wrong because they misapprehend the City's 

claims. The City does not seek to hold Defendants liable as emitters of pollutants any-

where, whether in-state or out-of-state. The United States is simply incorrect to assert that 

the City's "claim of liability under Maryland common law incorporates—indeed, is over-

whelmingly—a challenge to out-of-state emissions." Br. for the United States as Amicus 

Curiae in Supp. of Defs.' Mtn. to Dismiss ("U.S. Br.") 10. Rather, the City is suing De-

fendants as marketers and distributors of products whose use has harmed the City. And it 
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is doing so on the basis of well-established state law tort theories. Whatever legal princi-

ples may govern a suit against a power plant for its transboundary emissions of greenhouse 

gases, those principles have nothing to do with the City's claims. 

Thus, the Supreme Court's decision in Ouellette does not help Defendants. Ouel-

lette held that the Clean Water Act preempts a suit against an out-of-state polluter when 

brought under the receiving state's law. 479 U.S. at 497. Attempting to analogize this case 

to Ouellette, Defendants and the United States argue that the City's claims under Maryland 

law are likewise preempted. See Mem. of L. in Supp. of Defs.' Mtn. to Dismiss for Failure 

to State a Claim upon Which Relief Can Be Granted ("Defs.' Br.") 41-43; U.S. Br. 11-12. 

But that analogy fails, because Defendants are not being sued as out-of-state polluting 

sources. Compare Ouellette, 479 U.S. at 492 (emphasizing the Clean Water Act's creation 

of an "all-encompassing program of water pollution regulation" (emphasis added)). Again, 

they are being sued as marketers and distributors of products that allegedly have harmed 

the City. Emissions are just a link in the causal chain between Defendants' actions and the 

harm the City has suffered. Ouellette, which relies heavily on the Clean Water Act's com-

prehensive permitting scheme for polluting sources, says nothing about a suit like this. 

For similar reasons, there is no merit to the notion that the City's claims are 

preempted because they purportedly ask the Court to regulate emissions or impose liability 

for emissions. See U.S. Br. 13-14. The City's claims seek no such thing. Instead, they 

seek recompense for Defendants' allegedly tortious marketing and distribution of their 
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products. No result in this Court would interfere with any decision by any other entity—

state or federal—to regulate or penalize emissions as such.I 

Nor does the Supreme Court's decision in ALP aid arguments for preemption. See 

U.S: Br. 16. For one thing, AEP concerned the scope of the Clean Air Act's displacement 

of federal common law, not preemption. See, e.g., AEP, 564 U.S. at 424. More specifi-

cally, AEP held that the Clean Air Act displaced the federal common law of nuisance as 

applied to abatement of greenhouse gas emissions. Id. at 423. Whether the Clean Air Act 

displaces federal common law logically has nothing to do with whether it preempts state 

law. 

For another thing, AEP involved claims against emitters, arising out of their emis-

sions. See id. at 418 (recounting plaintiffs' allegations that "the defendants are the five 

largest emitters of carbon dioxide in the United States," and describing tort claims arising 

out of "the defendants' carbon-dioxide emissions"). AEP thus involved conduct—emitting 

greenhouse gases—that is different from the allegedly tortious marketing and distribution 

The federal appellate decisions on which the United States relies do not es-
tablish preemption under Ouellette, for each of them involved claims that the de-
fendants themselves had unlawfully emitted pollutants. See Met-rick v. Diageo Ants. 
Supply, Inc., 805 F.3d 685, 686 (6th Cir. 2015) (addressing "whether the Clean Air 
Act preempts common law claims brought against an emitter based on the law of the 
state in which the emitter operates"); Bell v. Cheswick Generating Station, 734 F.3d 
188, 189-90 (3d Cir. 2013) (addressing "whether the Clean Air Act preempts state 
law tort claims brought by private property owners against a source of pollution lo-
cated within the state"); North Carolina et rel. Cooper v. Tennessee Valley Auth., 
615 F.3d 291, 296 (4th Cir. 2010) (overturning injunction "based on the district 
court's determination that [defendant's] plants' emissions constitute a public nui-
sance"). That is not the City's claim here. 
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of fossil fuels at issue in this case. The existence of "federal legislation authorizing EPA 

to regulate carbon-dioxide emissions," id. at 422, is therefore irrelevant here. 

So is the statement in AEP, quoted by the United States, that "[f]ederal judges lack 

the scientific, economic, and technological resources an agency can utilize in coping with 

issues of this order." Id.; see Deft.' Br. 8. In so stating, the AEP Court was contrasting 

the judiciary's role with that of EPA, which "Congress designated" in the Clean Air Act 

"as best suited to serve as primary regulator of greenhouse gas emissions." Id. at 428; see 

id. (chiding plaintiffs for "propos[ing] that individual federal judges determine in the first 

instance, what amount of carbon-dioxide emissions is ̀ unreasonable,' and then decide what 

level of reduction is `practical, feasible and economically viable' (citations omitted)). 

Here, unlike in AEP, the City is not asking the Court to regulate or penalize greenhouse 

gas emissions; it is asking the Court to hold the Defendants accountable for their allegedly 

unlawful marketing and distribution of products whose use has harmed the City. 

If anything, AEP provides support for the City's position. After finding that the 

Clean Air Act had displaced federal common law, the Supreme Court expressly declined 

to invalidate the plaintiffs' state-law nuisance claims. 564 U.S. at 429. Instead, it re-

manded for the lower court to consider the availability of state nuisance law to remedy the 

defendants' conduct. See id.2 Relying on AEP to hold the City's claims preempted would 

turn the Supreme Court's decision on its head. 

2 In remanding, AEP noted Ouellette's holding that the Clean Water Act "does not 
preclude aggrieved individuals from bringing a 'nuisance claim pursuant to the law of the 
source State." As explained above, however, Ouellette articulated that limitation in the 

6 



Equally inapt is the United States' reliance on cases applying AEP. See U.S. Br. 16. 

AEP, again, concerned the scope of the Clean Air Act's displacement of federal common 

law—not the preemptive effect of the Clean Air Act. The United States is simply wrong, 

therefore, to characterize County of San Mateo v. Chevron Corp., 294 F. Supp. 3d 934, 938 

(N.D. Cal. 2018), as rejecting a "similar attempt[] to distinguish AEP." U.S. Br. 16. The 

court in County of San Mateo—a suit similar to this one—granted the plaintiffs motion to 

remand after the defendants removed the case to federal court. County of San Mateo, 294 

F. Supp. 3d at 937. In remanding, the court adopted a broad reading of .4EP's holding 

regarding the displacement of federal common law. Id. But it nowhere suggested that the 

plaintiffs state law claims were preempted. Quite the contrary: having determined that 

federal common law had been displaced, the court remanded because the plaintiff's claims 

could arise, if at all, only under state law. Id. at 937-38. 

Nor did City of Oakland v. BP P.L.C., 325 F. Supp. 3d 1017 (N.D. Cal. 2018), apply 

AEP in a manner favorable to Defendants here. See U.S. Br. 16. In City of Oakland, the 

district court had already held that the plaintiffs claims necessarily arose under federal 

common law, not state law, and the plaintiff responded by pleading a new federal common 

law claim. City of Oakland, 325 F. Supp. 3d at 1021-22. The cited decision held that, 

under AEP, the Clean Air Act had displaced that new federal common law claim even 

though it was founded on non-emissions conduct—i.e., the defendants' conduct in 

context of claims brought against out-of-state polluters, so it has no relevance here. AEP, 
564 U.S. at 429. 
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producing and distributing fossil fuels. Id. at 1024. It did not treat AEP as saying anything 

about the preemption of state law claims. See id. The decision in City of New York v. BP 

P.L.C., 325 F. Supp. 3d 466 (S.D.N.Y. 2018), also cited by the United States (U.S. Br. 16), 

took a broad view of ALP and ultimately rested on its conclusion that federal common law 

governed the plaintiff's claims, not on any preemption analysis. City of New York, 325 F. 

Supp. 3d at 474. 

Finally, the United States is wrong to characterize the City's disavowal of "an intent 

to regulate emissions" as "mere smoke and mirrors." U.S. Br. 15. The United States argues 

that, because, the City's "allegations of injury from Defendants' conduct come from the 

effects of climate change," and climate change results from "the emission of greenhouse 

gases from burning fossil fuels," the City "seeks to hold Defendants liable based on the 

same conduct (greenhouse gas emissions) . . . that the United States Supreme Court in AEP 

concluded conflicted with the Clean Air Act." U.S. Br. 16. That conclusion does not 

follow. Greenhouse gas emissions and climate change are, to be sure, links in the causal 

chain alleged to have resulted in the City's damages. But that does not mean that the "con-

duct" on which the City's claims are based is "greenhouse gas emissions," rather than De-

fendants' conduct in marketing and distributing fossil fuels. 

II. THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS DOCTRINE DOES NOT REQUIRE DISMISSAL 

Alternatively, Defendants and the United States argue that the City's claims must 

be dismissed because they impermissibly conflict with the United. States' conduct of for-

eign affairs and have the effect of regulating commerce with foreign nations. The City's 

opposition explains, as a doctrinal matter, why this is not so. See City's Br. 61-68. The 
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amicus brief of former U.S. government officials, in turn, explains why liability for De-

fendants' alleged conduct would not disrupt the United States' international climate nego-

tiations or prevent the United States from speaking with "one voice" regarding climate 

change and greenhouse gas emissions. See Br. of Former United States Gov't Officials as 

Amici Curiae in Opp. To Defs.' Mtn. to Dismiss 4-17; American Ins. Ass 'n v. Garamendi, 

539 U.S. 396, 420-21 (2003) (holding that state law must yield to United States foreign 

policy only if there is "evidence of clear conflict between the policies adopted by the two"). 

Maryland files this brief to rebut a recurring theme in Defendants' and the United States' 

briefs, namely,, that climate change is a peculiarly federal or global problem that can be 

addressed only with a federal or global response. See, e.g., U.S. Br. 20, 23; Defs.' Br. 45-

46. In fact, climate change often has discrete local consequences, see, e.g., Massachusetts 

v. Environmental Prot. Agency, 549 U.S. 497, 522-23 (2007), and state and local govern-

ments play a critical role in crafting and implementing solutions. 

Rising sea levels, for example, are a global phenomenon—but that phenomenon 

often takes its toll at the local level. In the Chesapeake Bay, sea levels are rising at a rate 

double the global average. See Benjamin D. DeJong et al, Pleistocene Relative Sea Levels 

in the Chesapeake Bay Region and Their Implications for the Next Century, GSA Today, 

Aug. 2015, at 4, https ://www. geosociety.org/gs atoday/archive/25/8/pdf/gt1508.pdf 

(reporting annual sea level rise in Chesapeake Bay of 3.4 mm/year, compared to 1.7 

mm/year global average). Swiftly rising seas are affecting coastal communities from Smith 

Island, the last inhabited island in the Chesapeake, to Baltimore City. The Maryland Com-

mission on Climate Change's Adaptation and Resiliency Working Group continues to 
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study the threat presented by rising sea levels and to develop recommendations for adapta-

tion measures and funding. See Maryland Commission on Climate Change, Adaptation 

and Resiliency Working Group: 2019 Work Plan, https://mde.maryland.gov/pro-

grams/Air/ClimateChangefMCCC/Documents/2019ARWGWorkPlan.pdf (last visited 

Apr. 22, 2020). Whatever measures are undertaken, the cost to state and local governments 

will be enormous. See, e.g., United States Global Change Research Program, Fourth Na-

tional Climate Assessment, Vol. II, at 1321 (2018) hftps://nca2018.global-

change.govidownloads/NCA4_2018_ FullReport.pdf ("Nationally, estimates of adaptation 

costs range from tens to hundreds of billions of dollars per year."); id. at 760 (describing 

3235 million spent by Charleston, South Carolina as of 2016 to respond to increased flood-

The direct effects of rising temperature also are felt locally. Urban development 

means that temperatures often are highest in densely populated inner-city neighborhoods? 

In Baltimore City, for example, temperatures can vary significantly even from one neigh-

borhood to the next. Baltimore Office of Sustainability, Urban Heat Island Sensors, 

https://www.baltimoresustainability.orWurban-heat-island-sensors/ (last visited Apr. 22, 

3 Maps recently prepared by Portland State University illustrate the distributional 
inequity of rising temperatures even within the urban Iandscape. See Nadja Popovich & 
Christopher Flavelle, Summer in the City Is Hot, but Some Neighborhoods Stiffer More, 
N.Y. Times (Aug. 9, 2019), haps://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/08/09/cli-
matekity-heat-islands.html; see also United States Global Change Research Program, 
Fourth National Climate Assessment,Vol.11, at 441 (depicting projected change in number 
of "very hot days" for five U.S. cities). 
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2019). This "heat islanding" can increase the health risk to sensitive populations like the 

elderly, children, and people with preexisting pulmonary conditions. Id. 

States, for their part, have long been recognized as having the power to combat en-

vironmental harms. See, e.g., Huron Portland Cement Co. v. City of Detroit, 362 U.S. 440, 

442-43 (1960) (local regulation of ships' smoke "clearly falls within the exercise of even 

the most traditional concept of what is compendiously known as the police power"). As to 

climate change in particular, one federal court of appeals recently deemed it "well settled 

that the states have a legitimate interest in combatting the adverse effects of climate change 

on their residents." American Fuel & Petrochemical Mfrs. v. 0 'Keeffe, 903 F.3d 903, 913 

(9th Cir. 2018) (citing Massachusetts, 549 U.S. at 522-23); see id. (noting that states' 

"broad police powers" allow them "to protect the health of citizens in the state"). 

And indeed, states have used their police powers to do just that, recognizing that 

they lack the luxury of waiting for a comprehensive solution to come from the federal 

government.' Maryland, for example, recently updated its Renewable Portfolio Standard 

(RPS) to reqUire that each utility company operating in the state provide at least 50% of its 

electricity from certain renewable sources by the year 2030. Clean Energy Jobs Act, 2019 

Md. Laws ch. 757 (S.B. 516) (to be codified at Md. Code Ann., Pub. Util. § 7-702). New 

York has passed similar legislation that not only requires 70% of all retail electricity sales 

The overwhelming scientific consensus is that immediate and continual progress 
toward a near-zero greenhouse gas emission economy by mid-century is necessary to avoid 
catastrophic consequences. See, e.g., Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 1.5°C 
Report, Summary for Policymakers 12-15, hops://www.ipcc.cb/sr15/chapter/spm/ (last 
visited Apr. 22, 2020). 
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to come from renewable sources by 2030, but also instructs all state agencies to ensure that 

their permitting, licensing, and administrative decisions are not inconsistent with attain-

ment of those goals. N.Y. Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act, 2019 

McKinney's Sess. Law News of N.Y. ch. 106 (S. 6599). Washington law requires the 

largest electric utilities to meet a series of benchmarks on the amount of renewables in their 

energy mix, and to achieve 15% reliance on renewables by 2020. Wash. Rev. Code 

§§ 19.285.010-.903. Oregon requires its largest utilities to achieve 20% reliance on renew-

ables by 2020 and 50% by 2040, Or. Rev. Stat. § 469A.052(1)(c), (h), and to cease reliance 

on coal-generated electricity by 2030, id. § 757.518(2). And Connecticut has required util-

ities to obtain 25% of their energy from renewable sources by 2020 and 40% by 2030, 

while also creating funding sources for encouraging private renewable growth. See Conn. 

Gen. Stat. §§ 16-245a, 16-245n. 

Other state measures mandate direct emissions reductions or prescribe other steps 

to reduce a state's carbon footprint. For example, California's Senate Bill 32 has codified 

the State's objective of reducing emissions to forty percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

Cal. Health & Safety Code, § 38500 et seg. Oregon, in addition to shaping its utilities' 

energy portfolios, has adopted a Clean Fuels Program to reduce the carbon intensity of fuel. 

Or. Rev. Stat. §§ 468A.265 to 468A.277; Or. Admin. R. 340-253-0000 to 340.253.8100. 

And New Jersey's Global Warming Response Act requires reductions in carbon dioxide 

emissions—culminating in a 2050 level that is 80% lower than 2006—and establishes 

funding for climate-related projects and initiatives. N.J. Stat. Ann. §§ 26:2C-37 to -58. 
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States also have collaborated on successful regional efforts to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions in an economically efficient manner—even though such efforts may have 

upstream effects on global energy production and sales. Maryland, Connecticut, Delaware, 

Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island, and Ver-

mont participate in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI), a regional cap-and-

trade program codified and implemented through the laws and regulations of each state, 

which uses increasingly stringent carbon emissions budgets to reduce carbon pollution 

from power plants over time.' Participating states have reduced carbon emissions from the 

electricity generating sector by forty percent since the program launched .° In addition, on 

the West Coast, the Pacific Coast Collaborative represents a series of agreements among 

California, Oregon, Washington, British Columbia, and the cities of Los Angeles, Oakland, 

San Francisco, Portland, Seattle, and Vancouver to reduce greenhouse gas emissions dra-

matically by 2050. See Pacific Coast Collaborative, http://pacificcoast collabora-

tive.org/about/ (last visited Apr. 22, 2020). The backbone of these regional agreements is, 

in each instance, state law that aims to reduce carbon pollution.

Further, the compatibility of state action with national and global efforts to address 

climate change is borne out by the breadth of state-law cases that courts already hear related 

to the issue. A database maintained by the Sabin Center for Climate Change Law at 

5 See Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, Elements of RGGI, 
littps://www.rggi.oreprogram-overview-and-design/elements (last visited Apr. 22, 2020). 

6 Acadia Center, Outpacing the Nation: RGG1's Environmental and Economic Suc-
cess 3 (Sept. 2017), http://acadiacenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/Acadia-Cen-
ter_RGGI-Report Outpacing-the-Nation.pdf. 
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Columbia Law School and Arnold. & Porter Kaye Scholer LLP lists 341 past and ongoing 

lawsuits throughout the country raising state-law claims related to climate change.' The 

claims in these cases derive from a wide range of laws. For example, courts routinely 

address climate change in the context of challenges to land-use decisions under state equiv-

alents to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321-4370m-12. See, e.g., 

Cleveland Nat'l Forest Found. v. San Diego Ass 'n of Gov 'ts, 3 Cal. 5th 497 (2017); Cas-

cade Bicycle Club v. Puget Sound Reg? Council, 175 Wash. App. 494 (Ct. App. 2013). 

They alSo adjudicate the operation and validity of states' regulatory efforts to reduce green-

house gas emissions. See, e.g., Maryland Off of People's Counsel v. Maryland Public 

Serv. Comm 'n, 461 Md. 380, 406 (2018) (observing that IrJenewable energy, distributed 

generation, and related practices have the potential to advance Maryland environmental 

policy" with respect to climate change, and upholding the manner in which Maryland's 

Public Service Commission took account of these issues); California Chamber of Com-

nerce v. State Air Res. Bd., 10 Cal. App. 5th 604, 613-14 (Ct. App. 2017) (upholding Cal-

ifornia's economy-wide cap-and-trade program); New England Power Generators Ass 'it 

Inc. v. Department of Envtl. Prot., 480 Mass. 398, 411 (2018) (upholding Massachusetts' 

greenhouse gas emissions limits for power plants). 

Sabin Center for Climate Change and the Environment and Arnold & Porter Kaye 
Scholer LLP, U.S. Climate Change Litigation: State Law Claims, Climate Change Litiga-
tion Database, httpficlimatecasechartcomicase-category/state-law-claims/ (last visited 
Apr. 22, 2020). 
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Viewed in this light, the City's claims are unremarkable. The City does not seek to 

impose a system of global emissions regulation—or, indeed, emissions regulation of any 

sort. Instead, it seeks to hold Defendants liable for the harms that their conduct allegedly 

has foreseeably caused in Maryland, so that the City may adapt to those harms. Liability 

for out-of-state or out-of-country conduct with in-state consequences is a common feature 

of tort law, not a. constitutional violation. And to the extent that Defendants are concerned 

about prospective extraterritorial regulation of their marketing conduct, those concerns 

might bear on the scope of an injunctive remedy, but not on whether the City's claims can 

survive a motion to dismiss. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the motion to dismiss should be denied. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BRIAN E, FROM 
Attorney General of Maryland 

J %IBA M. SEGAL / " 1r sL 
Special Assistant Attorney General 
CPF# 1807190007 
200 Saint Paul Place 
20th Floor 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 
jsegal@oag.state.md.us 
(410) 576-6446 
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